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does not spedficaUy disclose *a. the antorphous silicon filn, . crystaU. 
using nickel fot p— g crystallizatton o. silicon in a — n pa^ el 
.hesurfaceofthesubstratcFu— .the Official Acttonadmtts that Ok 

does not teach to purposely leave any areas amorphous. Liu et al. are ct d 
as disclosing « amorphous silicon channel pixel TPTs and po.y. co 
channel driver (peripheral) TFTs on Coming 7059 substrates y fortntng a 

regions and subsequently growing 30-40 n,icron polysilicon regtons at 
.elperatureof 550 »C.v.hile other regions where catalyst was not tntroduced 

remained amorphous. . , . ^„a 

The Applicants respectMy disagree with the Offictal Actton an 
.consideration of the rejection is re,uested. First, neither OU or Liu et a. 
aiscloseadirectionof crystal growth, and more specifically do not 
dLse crystal growth in a direction parallel to the surface of the substrate 

wherein another region of the silicon filn. rentains — J ^ 
Z,.,.. 16U.S.P.Q.2dl897 (1990), the htll court of Appeals for* Fede^ 

Circuit held that in ntaking an obviousness rejection, dre Patent Office ntus 
^ake a prima facie case of obviousness, including b^ (D a s ow.ng o 
^^^^^^J^betweenoneorntore^ 

^sonre speciftc ^ the ^ — « 

conrbiningthe references in the ntannerasserted. Since netther Oka or L. 
a, appear to disclose the parallel crystal growth, Apphcants respectfu^^ 
subnet drat there has not been a showing of stmctural shnUarlty between the 
prior art references and the clauned invention. 

Furthemtore, for purposes of argument only, even if Oka could be 
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onhe— e,UappearsmatUue.a..disc,osecrys.aUrowth,nad^r^^^^^^^^ 

pe^naicular to *e surface of .he substrate. Therefore, there would be n 
LLion to use the crystal growth teachings Of Oka in —tronwrth^^^ 

teachings of Liu et al. to leave regions of the silicon fthn amorphous. Th 
Lplible teaches of these references is hrr.er illustrated b. the f.t . 
Liu etaLteachthatathin mm ofthe catalyst nrateriausdeposrtedrnapattern 

Le amorphous siliconsothat only the amorphous siliconaeposrtedben a^ 
le depositld pattern is crystallised during amrealing, which ,s rncon^^ 
with a crystal growth parallel to the surface of the substrate stnce a pa all. 
"sta, growth near the edges of the deposited catalyst would extend mto 
alen regionnotbeneaththedepositedcatalyst. Therefore, Liuetal. would 

^^ary have to grow crystals in a direction perpendicular to the su strate 
O der to ensure that only .e area beneath the deposited caUyst rs 
erystalli.ed, wherein such selective crystallisation is the mam purpos f Uu 
Z Hence, the Applicants believe that the combination of Olca an Uu et 
0 not disclose that an amorphous silicon f,lm is crystal..ed an grown 
Sing a metal element for promoting crystalli.tion of silicon m a dtre tr 

pril to the surface of the a substrate and in another region m the s rcon 
parallel to m ^.^^^^^ ^^^^^ 

film which remains amorphous. Further, tor m , . ^ ^^^se 

Applicants do not believe that there is proper motrvatron to combme 
references and reconsideration is respectMly requested. 

"e Official Action rejects Claims.^ 

UU et al and fhrdrer in view of U.S. Patent 5,278.093 to Yonehara or ^ . 
P I no. 4,309,224 to Shihata et al. The Official Action admits that 0.a 
Liu et al. do not teach irradiating the polysilicon after thermal 
ly lation, but asserts that Vonehara and Shtbata teach irradiatmg dte 
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po^smcon afce. a — crys^Utzation Co improve Us ^^^^ 
Kn,v Since claims 9-10 ultimately depend upon claun 3, Applicants 
: Illy I se tltts .ejection .t t. s^e teasons set .ott. a.ve tl,at 
o:e;ldintlteatt.ould„ot.emotivatedtocom.net.ea^^^^ 
to yield the present invention. Reconsideration is requested. 

EOPMALTTIES 

The Official Action rejects Catats .1 under 35 U.S.C. I U2, second 

.„aoh as being indefinite, wherein claim 20 was previously amended to 

:«tion,whileclahn.^ 
5for the same reasonas claim 20, was not amended. Therefore, claun21h^ 

Ilndedasshowna^vetontcorporatethesamechangesasp— 
amended claim 20. Reconsideration is requested m vrew of the 
amendment. 

CONCLUSION 

in each case, the pending rejections should be reconsidered in view of 
,he amendments and remarks herein. Applicants believe that this case ,s m 
"ditionforallowance,andaNoticeofAllowanceisearnestlysohc.ted. 



9 . Docket: 0756-1299 

„ a telephone or ftirto personal conference wou,d be helpful, the Examiner 
" Jd to can the undersigned, who will cooperate in any approprtate 
manner to advance prosecution. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Bradley D. Blanche 
Reg. No. 38,387 



Sixbey, Friedman, Leedom & Ferguson, P.C. 
2010 Corporate Ridge, Suite 600 
McLean, Virginia 22102 
(703) 790-9110 
(703) 883-0370 - FAX 



